19世紀イギリス小説における代名詞の文法的変異 by 中山 匡美 & NAKAYAMA MASAMI
博士論文（要約） 
 
Grammatical Variation of Pronouns in 
Nineteenth-Century English Novels  
 
（19世紀イギリス小説における代名詞の文法的変異） 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NAKAYAMA Masami 
中 山 匡 美 
 
The Department of Language and Information Sciences 
The Graduate School of Arts and Sciences 
The University of Tokyo 
 
April 2015
 A Summary of the Thesis 
 
 
Introduction 
The study of Late Modern English grammar had been long neglected by historical linguists on 
the assumption that the syntax in this period was little different from that of Present-day English. 
However, since the shortage of research on Late Modern English was pointed out by scholars 
such as Mats Rydén (1979: 34) and Manfred Görlach (1999), interest in this period of English 
has increased to yield a number of publications and fill the gap of data. Grammatical usage of 
19th-century English is also discussed in historical and comprehensive studies of grammar, such 
as Otto Jespersen’s Modern English Grammar on Historical Principle (1909-49), Hendrik 
Poutsma’s Grammar of Late Modern English (1914-29), Fredericus Theodorus Visser’s 
Historical Syntax of the English Language (1963-73), and David Denison’s Cambridge History 
of the English Language, Vol. 4: 1776-1997 (1998). However, these studies do not pay 
particular attention to 19th-century English itself; examples from the 19th-century are usually 
treated as those of (Late) Modern English without being separated from those of the previous 
centuries. In the limited number of works featuring specific grammatical variation in Late 
Modern English, most research deals with verbal changes and the structure of clauses and 
sentences but little goes to the usage of pronouns in 19th-century English.  
In Britain, the 19th century was a time of social change and mobility because of the 
Industrial Revolution. There is probably no period in which people were as concerned about 
their usage of language as in this century. Meanwhile, the 19th century is regarded as the 
century of the novel’s full arrival, since it is both quantitatively and qualitatively rich in the 
publication of novels. Thus, the present work, which features the grammatical variation of the 
pronoun in 19th-century English novels with the application of a multi-dimensional approach, 
attempts to respond to needs that have been observed and recommendations that have been 
suggested in the field of historical linguistics in recent years. 
The purpose of the present thesis is threefold: firstly, to illustrate the grammatical changes 
in pronouns attested in 19th-century English novels; secondly, to reveal which kind of linguistic 
factors are involved in the pronominal changes by analyzing the usage of the target variable 
 from several linguistic standpoints, such as syntactic, morphological, phonological, stylistic, 
sociolinguistic and pragmatic ones; thirdly, to consider how a prominent upsurge of normative 
grammar influenced the change of the English language in the century.  
For this study, twenty 19th-century English novels, which consist of about 2,400,000 
words, are used as a corpus:  
 
[Authors and works]        [Approximate numbers of words] 
Jane Austen (1775-1817): Pride and Prejudice (1813) 121,900  
Mary Shelly (1797-1851): Frankenstein (1818) 75,100 
Elizabeth Gaskell (1810-1865): North and South (1854-55)  183,100 
W. M. Thackeray (1811-1863): Vanity Fair (1847-48)  304,300 
Charles Dickens (1812-1870): Great Expectations (1861) 185,500 
Anthony Trollope (1815-1882): Barchester Towers (1857)  198,600 
Charlotte Brontë (1816-1855): Jane Eyre (1847)  186,400 
Emily Brontë (1818-1848): Wuthering Heights (1847)  116,600 
George Eliot (1819-1880): Silas Marner (1861)  71,500 
Charles Kingsley (1819-1875): The Water Babies (1863)  68,400 
Anne Brontë (1820-1849): The Tenant of Wildfell Hall (1848)  170,800 
Lewis Carroll (1832-1898): Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland   
and Through the Looking-Glass (1865 and 1872)  56,100 
Thomas Hardy (1840-1928): Jude the Obscure (1895)  145,400 
Robert Louis Stevenson (1850-1894): Treasure Island (1883)  68,800 
Oscar Wilde (1854-1900): The Picture of Dorian Gray (1891)  79,100 
Marie Corelli (1855-1924): The Sorrows of Satan (1895)  164,200 
George Gissing (1857-1903): The Private Papers of Henry Ryecroft (1903)  61,900 
Arthur Conan Doyle (1859-1930): A Study in Scarlet (1887)  43,400 
Rudyard Kipling (1865-1936): Captains Courageous (1897)  53,400 
H. G. Wells (1866-1946): The Invisible Man (1897)  48,800 
Total  2,403,300 
 
 The thesis consists of seven chapters. In the introductory chapter, on top of the aim of the 
study and the corpus mentioned above, the previous studies and the multifaceted approach for 
sociolinguistic, stylistic and regional analyses are presented. From Chapter 2 through Chapter 6, 
I show which linguistic factors are involved in the choice of certain pronominal variants. 
Chapter 7 examines what kinds of linguistic factors concern the target variants researched in the 
previous five chapters as a whole and how the prescriptive grammar affected the pronominal 
changes in 19th-century English. The main findings obtained are summarized below. 
 
The usage of pronominal variants 
Chapter 2 treats non-standard usage of personal pronouns (e.g., thou, ye, ’em, etc.). The second 
person singular personal pronoun thou is extremely limited in use in our 19th-century texts, 
which makes the form serve as a marker to address a person in particular occasions. “Power” 
and “emotion” are two significant elements in the use of thou in our 19th-century novels. This 
archaic form is more often employed from the speaker in power to the addressee in less power, 
but earnest emotions sometimes yield the exceptional use. The usage of thou in Victorian 
society is quite similar to that in the upper class of Elizabethan society, in both of which you is 
used as the standard form and thou as an emotional marker. 
The second person pronoun ye shows such complex behavior in 19th-century novels that it 
is difficult to decide which variant is used in a particular example at a glance: ye stands for the 
old nominative plural (pronounced /jí:/ or /ji/) in some cases, either to refer to more than one 
person or to express respect to the addressee, but in others it is used as an unstressed variant 
(pronounced /jə/) of the standard you as well as dialectal variants yo and yah. Its usage cannot 
be reduced to any simple formula, but application of the multiple linguistic criteria I present 
would make the distinction much easier.  
The unstressed form of the third person plural ’em is widely found in the casual speech of 
literally all ranks of people in our 19th-century English novels. Syntactic and phonological 
factors are greatly involved in the production of the weakened form ’em; it is most likely to 
occur after words ending with a plosive or a nasal. Although ’em is generally treated as the 
descendant of hem, it would be more reasonable to conclude that, in our 19th-century texts, ’em 
is mostly regarded as a weakened form of them, though the old variant ’em may survive in 
 dialectal speech. 
Chapter 3 considers the case problems of personal pronouns (e.g., It is I/me, younger than 
I/me, between you and me/I, etc.). The nominative form It is I, which is stipulated by traditional 
grammar, is dominant, while the objective form It is me is sometimes used in speech by 
lower-class speakers but hardly ever employed in written language. Upper-class characters and 
females prefer to use the nominative form, which indicates the solecism of its objective 
counterpart at that time. Among several syntactic patterns associated with It is I/me, people in 
the higher social ranks use It is me without any syntactic connector. When followed by the 
relative who, the objective case is avoided. As for the isolated construction I!/Me!, the 
nominative form is even more salient and is used by many more lower-class people. In both It is 
I/me and I!/Me!, the first person singular objective me seems to have been accepted earlier than 
the other persons (us, him, her, them) and is notably employed for emphatic purposes.  
As for the forms younger than I/me and as tall as I/me, the nominative form is 
predominantly chosen with the objective form limitedly found in social or regional dialects. 
Regarding the usage of pronouns placed after but, except and save, while no grammatical 
violation is found in the objective function, “ungrammatical” objective forms in the nominative 
function are sometimes employed. All our relevant examples suggest that but and save are 
regarded as a conjunction but uncertainty remains about except. It is highly possible that the 
choice of pronouns after but and save is affected by syntactic factors: the nominative case is 
likely to occur in the “subject territory” while the objective case is more likely in the “object 
territory.” The use of the nonstandard you and I in the objective position is not found in our 
19th-century novels. In the nominative position, although the nonstandard you and me is 
primarily restricted to speech by lower-class characters, some well-educated people use the 
objective form, especially for the first person singular pronoun me. Regarding the coordinated 
phrases with between, the standard objective forms are always employed in our texts.  
As regards case problems as a whole, reflexive pronouns are sometimes chosen both in the 
nominative and objective positions, presumably in order to make the person referred to by the 
reflexive clearer or to place emphasis on the difference or the distance between the two sides. 
This usage is apparently preferred by the female authors. 
Chapter 4 focuses on the nonstandard usage of demonstrative pronouns (e.g., them books). 
 As to the demonstrative adjective, the relevant examples are found only in dialogue. Since the 
speakers use them books for those books either as regional or social dialects, it is safe to say that 
the form was regarded as nonstandard at that time. Although the majority of users of this form 
belong to the lower class, upper-class people use it when inclined to dialectal usage in a given 
region. On the other hand, the examples of the apparently nonstandard construction them/they + 
rel. are found both in dialogue and in narrative. When they + rel. and them + rel. are used in the 
subject position and in the object position, respectively, these constructions are either dialectal 
or archaic (or literary).  
Chapter 5 treats the rivalry between relative pronoun variants as seen in the choice between 
whom and who in the objective position and the choice between of which and whose for 
non-persons. As to the use of whom/who, the tendency to stick to the traditionally grammatical 
variant is far stronger in the 19th century than today and even than in earlier centuries. 
Moreover, in the transition from whom to who in the relative, whom was not directly replaced by 
who: while whom is on the decline during this century, the usage of the objective who is not 
proportionally on the increase. The change is not, however, completely halted. Although the 
objective whom is far from common in all the texts examined, the objective who as an 
interrogative pronoun has already started to be used in speech. While the users of this who in 
our novels are generally less educated, there are signs that the form is being accepted when used 
in the direct question. The female authors seem to show comparatively less hesitance in 
employing the objective who in their works. 
The forms of which and whose for non-personal reference are competitive, with the 
analytic form of which slightly more frequent in use than whose. The transition from of which to 
whose is in progress in the 19th century, apparently led by females. The type of antecedent plays 
a significant role in the choice between of which and whose: whose is preferably used for 
human-related antecedents, animals and other natural objects, while of which is preferred for 
artificial and abstract objects. The syntactic function of the headword also influences the choice 
between the variants: whose is most frequently used when its headword is in the subject 
function; when the headword serves as a compliment of be verb, of which is the norm.  
Chapter 6 discusses number agreement in the case of indefinite pronouns. We first 
observe the situation of pronoun-verb agreement. The singular verb form occurs in nearly 90 
 percent of the cases on average. As for individual pronouns, singularity is chosen for the 
everybody type and each; the plural usage with those pronouns, which is restricted to speech in 
our texts, is regarded as nonstandard. Either and neither are used with both singular and plural 
verbs. The writers tend to choose plural verbs when they use the pronoun to mean “both.” As for 
none and any, plural use is the norm just as today. When the indefinite pronoun is used as 
adjective (i.e., Type every man), no plural concord is attested. 
In pronominal reference, the singular and plural forms are almost evenly used. Except for 
any and (n)either, no distinct disparity in number is recognized. Morphologically, the form –one 
is more closely connected with a singular pronoun than the form –body. The pronouns 
somebody and someone also show a stronger tendency toward singular patterning, as they are 
often used to refer to a specific person. From a sociolinguistic standpoint, female authors are 
seen to employ the so-called “singular they” far more frequently than their male counterparts. 
When only one sex is meant by an indefinite pronoun, women use the singular form he or she in 
accordance with the referent’s sex, while they obviously choose the plural form they for both 
sexes.  
Discrepancy in number is found both in pronoun-verb agreement and pronoun co-reference. 
Distance as well as notional concord plays no small role in this phenomenon. The more 
remotely the co-referring pronouns occur, the more likely the grammatically correct singular 
concord is overshadowed by notional concord. 
 
Linguistic factors involved in the choice of pronominal variants 
The concluding Chapter 7, as an overall summary of the present study, views what kinds of 
linguistic factors concern the target variants examined in the previous five chapters and 
considers how the prescriptive grammar affected the pronominal changes in 19th century 
English. 
The present research finds that most pronominal variants examined are influenced by more 
than one factor, and that some factors are widely involved in the use of forms while others are 
involved only limitedly. It is interesting to note that in our 19th-century texts, while different 
kinds of factors simultaneously play roles in producing a certain variation, the chronological 
factor is relevant almost solely to the use of the relative pronoun of which/whose for 
 non-personal antecedents.  
As for the external factors, apart from the chronological one, social class and 
spoken/written style are most relevant to the variation of the pronouns. In other words, the 
characters’ social background and spoken/written contexts are the major factors for the 
pronominal variation in our 19th-century novels. Regional factors concern the occurrence of 
almost all the variants of the personal pronoun as well as the reflexive pronoun and some of the 
variants of the demonstrative pronoun (i.e., them books, them + as). Since most regional variants 
are found in dialogue, they are usually associated with the spoken language style. The 
exceptions are the forms ’tis/’twas, on’t/o’t and them + rel., they + rel., which are sometimes 
found in literary writing. Literary, poetic or religious usages are also observed in the archaic 
personal pronoun thou and nominative plural ye. As another stylistic factor, the speaker-hearer 
relationship influences the use of personal pronouns, especially in the case of the second person. 
This seems to be natural given that the speakers employ such pronouns to address their hearers. 
Difference in sex, another social factor, is partly observed in the usages of the personal pronoun 
(i.e., thou), the case (i.e., It is I/me, I!/Me!, than myself, between you and myself), the relative 
pronoun (i.e., who/whom in the objective function, of which/whose for non-persons) and 
pronominal concord with the indefinite pronoun (i.e., Type everybody). The difference in use 
between men and women is reflected in the characters’ language concerning thou, It is I/me, 
I!/Me! and the relative pronouns who/whom, as well as in the authors’ usage of the reflexive 
pronoun (i.e., than myself, between you and myself), of which/whose, pronominal concord with 
the indefinite pronoun, and again, who/whom. Psychological factors have no small influence on 
the use of variants of the pronouns. Quite a few variants or forms of personal pronouns are 
uttered on the occasion of high emotions. This suggests that grammatical variation cannot be 
considered separately from people’s psychological conditions.  
With regards to the internal factors, syntactic factors such as the grammatical functions of 
the variants and word order seem to play crucial roles for the grammatical change of the case 
choice, the relative pronoun and concord with the indefinite pronoun. The choices of the relative 
pronouns of which/whose and pronominal co-reference are often semantically decided, i.e., 
decided on the basis of the meaning of the antecedents. Semantic factors are also relevant to the 
use of the reflexive pronoun and the case problems (e.g., than myself, as myself, between you 
 and myself) when these pronouns are used for clarity or emphasis. Phonological factors such as 
elision and assimilation are not widely observed but are closely associated with the occurrence 
of the shortened forms on’t/o’t/to’t and ’em. In both cases, syntactic and phonological factors 
work together. 
 
How the grammatical change in pronouns proceeded in the 19th century 
From a historical point of view, it is safe to say that prescriptive grammar had greater influence 
on the usage of pronouns in 19th-century English than during any other period. In our 
19th-century novels, while ungrammatical pronominal variants are generally restricted to 
dialectal speech or to the language of the lower class characters, the imposed grammatical rules 
are faithfully respected by those in the middle- and upper classes. However, our study also 
reveals that, in choosing a certain variant, people do not blindly depend on the grammar books. 
Sometimes what pronominal variants actually mean comes before what the normative grammar 
requires. All in all, the male authors tend to follow the rule while the female authors are less 
hesitant to use the “ungrammatical” variants. In the use of the relatives of which/whose for 
non-personal antecedents, for instance, the women are more likely to use whose, probably 
because the form of which felt pedantic and clumsy to them. In the case of number agreement of 
pronominal co-reference, the women would have found it unnatural to use the pronoun he to 
indicate a person who could be of their sex. Moreover, the use of the non-reflexive –self forms 
(e.g., younger than myself, between you and myself), which may not be strictly grammatical, is 
more frequently employed by the female authors than their male counterparts, presumably for 
emphatic purposes. It is assumed that while the men strictly adhered to the rules of grammar, the 
women, being less bound to grammar, preferred the usage which was easier to use and felt 
semantically natural, so long as it was not a grave mistake. In 19th-century England, girls 
generally studied at home without receiving university education, while boys were able to 
pursue higher education at public school and then college. Our eight female authors were not 
exceptions. The general educational background may have produced more grammar-bound 
writers and speakers on the men’s side than on the opposite in 19th-century English society.  
To sum up, the formerly ungrammatical variants, which were avoided by the majority as 
in the choice of case (e.g., It is me; Me!), spread from the lower class to the middle and upper 
 classes on one hand and possibly from the male to the female on the other hand, so as to become 
part of standard Present-day English. As to the variants on which the prescriptive grammarians’ 
control was not fully enforced in the first place, women played a significant role in keeping the 
relevant variants in use during the 19th century against the logical but semantically unnatural 
rules stipulated by the normative grammar. In terms of register, although many of the dialectal 
variants examined in this thesis are thoroughly restricted to speech, there are signs that some of 
the ungrammatical variants (e.g., the interrogative who in the objective function; the relative 
whose for non-personal antecedents) were spreading from spoken to written language. It is 
therefore concluded that the grammatical change in pronouns was steadily proceeding during 
the 19th century with various factors simultaneously involved.  
 
Further investigation 
The present study has revealed that the usage of pronouns conformed to the traditional 
prescriptive grammar in 19th-century English far better than in Present-day English, although 
the grammarians’ instructions were not so successful with some variants. No doubt, it took 
several more decades for many such nonstandard variants to come to be regarded as standard, as 
they are today. Hence, it is necessary to expand our investigation further into 20th-century 
English to discover the process of their gaining acceptance.  
Some of our findings suggest that there is a difference between the two sides of the 
Atlantic with respect to some variants, such as the shortened form ’em for them and the choice 
of who/whom in the objective function. However, a lack of data prevented that question from 
being decided conclusively. Similar research on the target variants in contemporary American 
literature will be useful to resolving the question of possible differences. 
The novels used as our corpus supplied us with invaluable instances to learn about the 
pronominal usage in 19th-century England. Nevertheless, as is often pointed out, the dialogue of 
novels is not real conversation. In order to confirm the findings of this study, further research 
should be conducted on the basis of different types of texts. Books of proceeding, records of 
trials, correspondence—either official or private—and diaries should be studied linguistically, 
though there is little variation of register if they are used alone.  
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